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This article aims at reviewing three major studies in the Translation Studies on 
the retranslation of non-literary texts, an unexplored field of research. These 
major contributions were conducted by Susam-Sarajeva (2003), Flotow (2009) 
and Song (2012). It is argued in this study that the field of Translation Studies 
can benefit much from the perspective suggested by these researchers.  The 
retranslations of non-literary texts are better seen when located within the 
socio-cultural and historical conditions that have shaped their re-production in 
the translating language and culture. In other words, the retranslation of such 
texts is better explained by specific contexts and conditions in the target 
language than by the source texts or the poor quality of ‘first translations’. 
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1- INTRODUCTION 
Retranslation is the repeated translation of a given 
text into the same language, or as Koskinen and 
Paloposki put it, “a second or later translation of a 
single source text into the same target language” 
(2010: 294). As a topic in its own right, this 
phenomenon has recently received interest in the 
field of translation studies (Berman (1990); Pym 
(1998); Venuti, 2004). However, it is still, generally 
speaking, an unexplored field of research. The main 
focus of the research done on retranslation has been 
on literary texts, particularly classical literary texts. 
Little has been said about the retranslation of 
philosophical and theoretical texts (Susam-Sarajeva 
(2003) and Flotow, (2009)). The main objective of 
this study is to contribute to the discussion of the 
retranslation of non-literary texts through reviewing 
and evaluating the most important studies on this 
topic in the literature. 
 
2-LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLGY 
With the dominance of prescriptivism in Translation 
Studies, retranslation was ignored as a topic in its 
own right. Retranslations, as pointed out, “often serve 
as case studies illuminating other aspects of 
translational research rather than drawing attention 
onto themselves as a topic in itself” (2003: 2). But 
with the demise of prescriptivism and emergence of 
Descriptive Translation Studies and cultural 
approaches, retranslation has been seen as an 
important topic in its own right, opening the door for 
new questions and new areas of research. 
The research on retranslation revolved around 
understanding the motivation for this phenomenon as 
well as the complex relationships between 
retranslation on one hand, and the source text and 
first translation on the other hand. According to a 
common explanation, retranslations are undertaken to 
"restore" first translations which tend to be 
assimilated and defective (Berman, 1992). Another 
common explanation states that translations emerge 
to reintroduce the foreign text because first 
translation(s) of the same text have become obsolete. 
These two explanations have their roots in the 
traditional thought of retranslation, but have recently 
become a subject of criticism (Venuti, 2003; Susam-
Sarajeva 2003, Brownlie 2006, Hanna 2006; Song, 
2012; Flotow, 2009). A new wave of research on 
retranslation has emphasized its complicated nature, 
and the need for more sophisticated explanations for 
it in light of the agency of translation as well as the 
socio-cultural and political factors in which 
retranslations are produced. The following sections 
review these developments. Three studies of the 
retranslation of non-literary texts are reviewed in the 
following sections, showing clearly that retranslation 
of such texts is, like the retranslation of literary texts, 
a complicated phenomenon that is better seen in a 
broader context, socially, culturally and historically.  
I take this research to be a review study that is mainly 
concerned with summarizing the current state of 
understanding on the retranslation of non-literary 
texts in the literature. It surveys and summarizes 
previously published studies, evaluating their 
contribution to the literature, and pointing to gaps and 
limitations, if any.  
IJLLT 2(1):120-127 
 
121 
 
Three Major Contributions in the Literature  
The term "non-literary texts" is usually used to refer 
to all texts that fall outside of literature such as 
scientific and philosophical texts. As some scholars 
have pointed out, the retranslation of non-literary 
texts is seldom discussed in the field of translation 
studies (Koskinen and Paloposki, 2010: 295). This 
applies to the most retranslated religious texts such as 
the Bible and the Qur’an. 85  
 
A recently published research on the retranslation of 
the Qur’an in Japanese by Damanhoury (2015) is an 
exception to this. A focus on literary texts can be 
accounted for by the fact that most research done on 
retranslations has been undertaken on classical 
literary texts. It is argued that this is because 
retranslation and literary canon formation are 
mutually dependent as retranslation helps texts 
achieve the status of a classic, and the status of a 
classic often promotes further retranslations 
(Koskinen and Paloposki: ibid).  
This section reviews three important studies on the 
retranslation of non-literary texts. The first discusses 
the retranslation of theoretical texts of Barthes and 
Cixous from French into Turkish and English 
respectively by Susam-Sarajeva (2003). The second 
study was conducted by Flotow (2009) on the 
retranslation into English of the French feminist 
Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second Sex. The third 
study by Song (2012) deals with a classical military 
treatise known as The Art of War translated and 
retranslated from Chinese into English. These three 
studies deal with different non-literary texts, but 
share a great deal of common methodology or 
perspective as they are all attempt to locate 
retranslation in the socio-cultural and ideological 
settings of translation.  
 
Retranslating Barthes and Cixous 
One of the most influential studies on the 
retranslation of theoretical texts is Susam-Sarajeva’s 
(2003) study of the translation and retranslation of 
the French theorist and literary critic Roland Barthes 
into Turkish and the translation and retranslation of 
the work of the French feminist Hélène Cixous into 
English. In these two cases, the topic of retranslation 
was part of an overall project that aims to study the 
migration of different theories (structuralism, 
poststructuralism, feminism) from one language and 
culture into different languages and cultures, and how 
translation operates within these boundaries. Theories 
do not travel alone, but in the company of influential 
writers and translators. Translators are part of the 
receiving system in the translating language and 
culture. They are part of a major system (the society 
and culture in which they work) and of a sub-system, 
that is, a field of research and translation such as 
literary studies and translation in a particular time 
and place. The sub-system has its own laws, and it is 
mainly the product of those who are involved in it 
such as scholars, critics, translators, patrons of 
translation and publishers as well as its own history 
and development. But this sub-system is also affected 
by the major system (for example, the political 
situation in a particular culture). Translated theories 
and terminologies are not only likely to be affected 
by the receiving system, but also by the relationship 
between the receiving system and the source system. 
Furthermore, Susam-Sarajeva studied the translation 
and retranslation of Barthes, and Cixous into Turkish 
and English respectively, in order to understand the 
motivations for retranslation in both settings, and the 
impact of the receiving system as well as the 
relationship between the source and receiving 
systems on the retranslated texts. The study of two 
cases of retranslation with reference to two different 
receiving systems, the Turkish and the Anglo-
American, is deliberately designed by Susam-
Sarajeva to yield specific purposes:  
 
All resemblances aside, the reception of French 
feminism in Anglo-America and of structuralism and 
semiotics in Turkey cannot be too similar; not only 
because the works, authors, translators, 
commissioners, publishers, and readers involved are 
not alike, but also because “the symmetries and 
asymmetries of linguistic and geopolitical power”, 
and “the historical-cultural relationships” between 
French and Anglo-American systems on the one 
hand, and French and Turkish systems on the other, 
are “vastly different” (cf. Gupta 1998:182). (Susam-
Sarajeva, 2001: 1)  
The translation of literary criticism theories from the 
West in general and from French in particular into 
Turkish took the form of one way importation, where 
literary criticism theories and terminologies were 
imported from French and English and then 
incorporated into Turkish in order to create a new 
local discourse of literary criticism in this language 
and culture. In this context, translation was seen as a 
key factor in this process, that is, as a means of 
creating a new theoretical and critical study of 
literature via the incorporation of Western theories 
and terminologies into the receiving system 
(Turkish). The new theoretical and critical discourse 
was developing in the receiving system, which means 
that the imported theories and terminologies needed 
to be created and recreated in order to be neatly 
incorporated into the receiving system. Thus, 
retranslation was seen as a natural process because it 
enabled the developing system to accurately and 
neatly incorporate the imported theories and 
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terminologies in the receiving language and culture in 
light of the local efforts of critics, translators, and 
linguists to re-think and re-create new terminologies 
of the newly constructed discourse. The translation 
and retranslation of Barthes’ theoretical and critical 
works into Turkish comes within this context, that is, 
in the context of creating and re-creating a stable 
local discourse of literary criticism to facilitate the 
incorporation of Barthes’ imported theories and 
terminologies into Turkish.  
Susam-Sarajeva observed that the period from 1975 
to 1990 witnessed the retranslation of a considerable 
number of Barthes’ texts, a relatively short time span 
that renders the idea of the ‘aging’ of previous 
translations as a catalyst for the new translations 
unlikely (Susam-Sarajeva, 2003: 6). The frequency of 
retranslation of Barthes’ work, which is full of new 
theoretical and critical terms, corresponds to a ‘time 
when suitable counterparts for these terms were being 
suggested, debated, rejected, and accepted” in the 
translating language (ibid). The retranslated texts 
were produced intensively in that period not because 
the previous translation aged, nor because they were 
defective or domesticated, but rather because of the 
ongoing process of creating and re-creating a local 
discourse of literary criticism in Turkey to 
incorporate the theories and terminologies imported 
from the French language. She observes that the 
relationship between first translations and 
retranslation of Barthes’ work does not follow the 
logic of the retranslation hypothesis but rather the 
“the spiral-like and vertiginous evolution’ pattern of 
the indigenous literary critical discourse” (ibid).  
With regard to the Anglo-American reception of 
Cixous, Susam-Sarajeva found that it is the non-
existence or rarity of retranslation which 
characterizes the importation of Cixous’ texts into 
English. From a relatively high number of first 
translations of her works into English (65 texts) only 
five texts were retranslated. The comparison with 
Barthes’ work in Turkish is important because out of 
45 texts that were translated into Turkish, 28 texts 
were retranslated in the same language. Does the 
non-existence or rarity of retranslation in the case of 
Cixous mean that the receiving system was static? 
Were first translations of her work in English so 
complete or great that they were considered an 
accomplishment as Berman would suggest? 
According to Susam-Sarajeva, these two explanations 
are unlikely (ibid: 19). She points out that the rarity 
of retranslations of these texts seems to be more 
relevant to the prevailing attitude to translating such 
texts into the Anglo-American feminist system:  
Translations in this system were often seen and 
presented as unproblematic and ‘transparent’. The 
general tendency was not to be caught up by words, 
in order to be able to focus on ‘what was being told’. 
A certain ‘immediacy’ was necessary for the activist 
type of feminism prevalent in this system […]. The 
wish to do justice to the French texts was strong; 
however even stronger was the urge to produce ‘good 
English’, to provide ‘consistency and readability in 
English […]. (ibid: 20)  
This attitude is apparent when it comes to the 
imported terms or concepts from Cixous’s work. The 
introduction of these terms was, relatively speaking, 
glossed over, and therefore did not generate the 
discussion that they deserved. This is in spite of the 
fact that their ‘exotic’ nature has been acknowledged 
by some translators and critics who “have been 
reluctant to scare off their readers by introducing or 
focusing on new terminology within the translated 
texts” (ibid: 21, italic original).  
Thus, in these two cases of retranslation, it is mainly 
the nature or feature of the receiving system that 
governs retranslation and its related features. Here, 
retranslation seems to be more relevant to what is 
going on in the translating culture, and not to any 
intrinsic features of the foreign text or the status of 
first translations. It is widely acknowledged that in 
the case of Barthes’ work, it is insisted that the 
considerable number of Turkish retranslations not 
only reflects a more open attitude toward the West 
but also, and more importantly, an ongoing process to 
re-incorporate the "imported" terms into local 
discourse following intensive debates and tensions 
within the field of literary criticism. In the case of 
Cixous, it is the prevailing notion of ‘transparency’ 
and ‘readability’ in the translating culture that 
account for the rarity of retranslation. Hanna (2006) 
agrees with Susam-Sarajeva that the non-existence of 
retranslation in a certain system is an interesting field 
of research, but suggests two different explanations 
or scenarios for it. The first is that the foreign text is 
probably seen in the target culture as a minor or 
irrelevant work that is not worth reinvesting in, and 
the second is that in many cases the retranslation of 
particular texts requires enormous 'instruments of 
production' (for example, deep knowledge of the 
source text and language and financial supports) 
which are not always available (199n).  
In summary, Susam-Sarajeva argues that 
retranslation, in the case of Barthes and Cixous, may 
have more to do with the needs and attitudes within 
the receiving system than with any inherent 
characteristics of the source texts or the poor quality 
of first translations. As she puts it: “to grant a 
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multiple entry visa to a foreigner is totally at the 
discretion of the receiving authorities” (ibid: 5). 
Contrary to Berman’s model, she argues that 
retranslations don’t emerge because the first 
translations are assimilated or defective nor because 
they have become outdated, but rather because of 
particular facts in the receiving system. These facts 
relate to “dominance, elasticity, tolerance and power 
of the source and receiving systems involved [which] 
determine whether travelling theory will be granted a 
multiple-entry visa into the latter system through 
retranslations” (Susam-Sarajeva, 2006: 135).  
The Retranslation of The Second Sex  
Whereas Susam-Sarajeva uses the case study of 
Cixous to address the issue of rarity or non-existence 
of retranslation, Flotow (2009), chooses The Second 
Sex by the French feminist and philosopher Simone 
De Beauvoir (1908-1986) to shed more light on the 
phenomenon of retranslation. Like Susam-Sarajeva, 
she places the translation and retranslation of The 
Second Sex within the socio-cultural and political 
settings in the receiving language and culture, and 
some of her results raise valid points that warrant 
further investigation.  
 
The Second Sex was published in France in 1949, and 
is regarded as a classic work in modern feminism in 
general, and particularly in modern French feminism. 
The text is also philosophically important given the 
fact that it was largely motivated by Existentialism, 
the philosophy developed by Sartre and Beauvoir 
(Holmes, 1996: 149). The text was translated into 
English in 1953. Since its publication and translation 
in these two languages as well as all over the world, 
the text has not only inspired many feminist writers 
and activists in France and all over the world, but has 
also had a personal impact on many women (ibid, 
148-9).  
The first English translation of The Second Sex was 
translated in 1953 by Howard Parshley, a retired 
professor of biology at Smith College. This 
translation continued to be ‘a point of departure’ until 
the early 1980s when some critics started to highlight 
inadequacies and mistranslations in Parshley’s 
translation. Simons (1983), in an article entitled The 
Silencing of Simone De Beauvoir: Guess What is 
Missing in The Second Sex, not only refers to 
considerable omissions in Parshley’s translation, but 
also to the fact that the translator distorted the true 
nature of the text by giving the impression that it is 
about ‘sex’, she writes:  
Both the 1968 Bantam paperback edition of The 
Second Sex (the one with a photograph of a naked 
woman on the cover-after all this is a book about 
sex)-and the more demure plain-labelled 1970 
Bantam edition brazenly advertise themselves as 
“complete and unabridged,”. A statement that is a lot 
less revealing than the cover photo, given the fact 
that over 10% of the material in the original French 
edition is missing from the English translation 
available. (559)  
In addition to these omissions, the inaccurate and the 
inconsistent translations of key philosophical terms in 
The Second Sex result in a misrepresentation of 
Beauvoir’s ideas and in obscuring her links to a 
philosophical tradition (ibid: 563). This point is 
emphasized by another critic who highlights what she 
considers as "the philosophical and theoretical 
inadequacies of the English text" (Moi, 2002: 1007n). 
One example of mistranslation, and therefore 
misrepresentation of Beauvoir’s philosophical 
thought, was mentioned by Beauvoir herself in an 
interview in 1985 when she stated that Parshley had 
mistranslated a key philosophical and existentialist 
term like “la réalitéhumaine” rendering it into 
English as “human nature”. The French term 
expresses a Heideggerian conception of human 
reality that is related to “man’s place in the world” 
rather than an essentialist “human nature” as 
Parshley’s translation would have us believe (33-34).  
These and similar critical points on the first 
translation of The Second Sex were then sharpened by 
the work of other critics who were more aware of the 
"hidden influence of translation” (Flotow, ibid: 36). 
Thus, some critics noticed the omission of every 
reference to socialist feminism and "cut descriptions 
of women’s anger and women’s oppression, while 
keeping intact references to men’s feelings" in the 
English translator of The Second Sex (ibid: 1008).  
Criticism of the poor quality of the existing English 
translation was given more strength by the increasing 
recognition of the philosophical importance of The 
Second Sex and its author in the Anglophone world 
since the 1990s, especially in the United States (Moi, 
ibid: 1006). Critical notes on Parshley's translation as 
well as other English translations of Beauvoir’s work 
have increased to the extent that the existing 
translations were “no longer deemed acceptable as 
material to cite” (Flotow, ibid). In a more recent 
work, Flotow (2012) points out that it is the 
publisher, more than the translator himself, who is 
responsible for wanting to "change Beauvoir’s work 
from a pioneering philosophical feminist manifesto 
and history of women to what he wished to sell as an 
easy-reading, “dumbed-down” sex manual for 
mainstream American readers" (Flotow, 2012: 131).  
The retranslation of The Second Sex appeared in 
English in 2009. What this case study shows is that 
retranslation was not the result of the poor quality of 
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first translations as such, but of new reading (new 
waves of feminism since the 1970s), of the role of 
new approaches in translation studies which further 
highlights the potential danger of translation in the 
construction of distorted images of the other (in this 
case a French writer and a feminist philosopher), and 
of the increasing recognition in the West of the 
philosophical importance of the source text and its 
author. Translation criticism played a vital role in 
bringing about the new translation of this text proved 
to be highly important in the context of this text, but 
here translation criticism is not a matter of attacking 
some earlier translator/translation because they were 
poor, but rather it is “a new understanding and 
representation of the source text, in another time and 
space and culture, and by another individual - who 
chooses to, and is able to, read differently” (ibid).  
On the surface, the catalyst for the retranslation of 
The Second Sex into English follows the logic of the 
Retranslation Hypothesis, but closer analysis reveals 
the complex nature of retranslation because of other 
motivating factors involved in the generation of a 
new version of this seminal work as shown in the 
discussion of this section.  
The most interesting part of Flotow’s work, which 
makes it relevant to the purposes of the current study, 
is that it shows the impact translation and 
retranslation can have on the source text and its 
author. Translation significantly contributes to 
creating particular representations about the source 
text and about its author in the receiving culture (e.g. 
how the author of the source text is presented in the 
translating culture). These representations reflect 
dominant thoughts (interpretations, interests and 
values) in the translating culture and can shape the 
translated text and its author in a significant way. 
Retranslation may consolidate these representations 
or challenge them, depending on the context of 
translation as Flotow’s work show with reference to 
Simone De Beauvoir and The Second Sex.  
The Retranslation of The Art of War  
The Art of War is a classical text that was written in 
the 6th century by a Chinese military genius named 
Sun Tzu. The text is divided into thirteen chapters 
each of which contains one element of successful 
warfare. Although belonging to a different time, 
language, and culture, the text is still regarded "as 
essential reading for global entrepreneurs seeking to 
master strategy and has had a huge influence on 
military planning both in the East and West" 
(McCreadie, 2008: 2). The text is considered “the 
world’s oldest thesis on military strategy” (Song, 
2012: 182).  
 
In a recent work, Song (2012) attempts to explore, 
from a sociological point of view, why a variety of 
translators have chosen to retranslate The Art of War, 
how translators qualify themselves as capable to 
retranslate it, and what strategies these translators use 
to challenge the most well-established translators of 
the same text. The text has been translated into 
English alone more than twenty times in less than 
fifty years (1963-2004), something that renders 
dubious any reference to the Updating Argument as a 
motivation. What Song instead suggests, is to use 
notions derived from Bourdieu’s work, namely the 
notion of "cultural capital", to understand the context 
and motivation of retranslating this classic text.  
Using social notions in Translation Studies such as 
system, norms, and power relations (ideology) is 
well-regarded as chapter two of this study has shown. 
But this is different from using frameworks and 
theories that have emerged and developed in social 
sciences to account for observations that are related 
to translation (Inghilleri, 1998: 279). The most 
influential sociological frameworks and theories that 
are borrowed and developed by scholars in 
Translation Studies are those of Pierre Bourdieu, 
NiklasLuhmann, and Bruno Latour (ibid: 279-80). 
Both the role of the agency of translation (for 
example, the role of translators and publishers as 
social actors), and the social space, often presented as 
a space of divisions and conflicts within which 
translations are produced, reproduced, and circulated 
have been the cornerstone notions for many 
researchers in Translation Studies who present 
themselves as sociologists of translation (Hanna, 
2006, Song, 2012). By focusing on the role of the 
agency of translation and the field of translation as a 
social place that is shaped by divisions and conflicts, 
it is claimed that sociology of translation can provide 
useful perspectives that surpass not only reductive 
linguistic explanations but also the abstract patterns 
dominant in previous functional approaches such as 
Polysystem Theory and the Translation Norms 
Theory (Inghilleri, ibid: 282).  
Approaching retranslation from a sociological point 
of view aims to surpass the reductionism of common 
explanations that treat retranslation as a mere textual 
relationship between target texts and the original, 
thus ignoring the cognitive, socio-cultural, and 
political constraints that shape the very nature of this 
practice (Song, ibid: 176). A sociological point of 
view fills this gap by taking into consideration the 
social nature of retranslation through exploration of 
the conditions that occasioned the re-production of 
the retranslated texts, the socio-cultural and political 
functions they serve in the translating culture, the 
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specific social context in which they are embedded, 
and the motivation of those who produced them (for 
example, translators). According to Song, this 
approach "offers the advantage of situating the act of 
retranslating classic texts not in a simple linguistic 
framework for the assessment of errors through 
intertextual comparison but in a more complex and 
dynamic sociological milieu where the act can be 
viewed as a social practice" (ibid: 177).  
This said, and with reference to Bourdieu, it is held 
that every society is made up of structures (a system 
of sub-systems). Translation as an activity, for 
example, is a relatively autonomous structure that is 
composed of those who participate in it (translators, 
publishers, commissioners of translations, critics, 
readers), how they relate to each other, and how they 
relate to other agencies in other fields (religion, 
politics). Much focus is thus placed on the relations 
in a particular field and on what they entail. Agents 
and their actions are bound by the prevailing laws in 
a field at a particular time and place including how 
these agents interact. Field, wherein cultural 
productions is produced and circulated, is shaped by 
conflicts and tensions in the sense that cultural 
reproducers compete over all sorts of capital (profits) 
including cultural capital. Cultural capital is defined 
as “the totality of one’s knowledge, skills, 
experience, competencies, and worldview that 
eventually determines how great a social and 
financial advantage or status its owner could have in 
a given society” (ibid: 179). The competition for 
cultural capital is itself a struggle over other sorts of 
capital ( e.g. economic) but also power and prestige:  
The field of translation is a battleground on which, 
according to Bourdieu, cultural reproducers compete 
over cultural capital synonymous with higher social 
status and greater power to control texts and attribute 
meaning to them. On the surface, the struggles are 
about defending ideas and satisfying tastes, but they 
are also about how to control cultural capital and how 
to eventually convert it into economic capital. (ibid: 
176).  
Given the fact that cultural capital is an “investment 
of an appropriate kind” every competitor translator 
needs to have “enough cultural capital” to compete 
against others (ibid). And when it comes to 
translating a classic text, where sacred texts have 
high cultural capital (value), the demand becomes 
higher and investment is appropriate. To guarantee 
recognition in the market place, the translator has a 
strong tendency to increase his/her capital by 
challenging some or even all of the competing 
versions (ibid). In other words, to compete 
successfully, the retranslator should make a 
difference and leave his or her own "mark" on the 
translated text.  
Song then shows how this scheme of thought proves 
useful in the case of the translation and retranslation 
of The Art of War. The text is a typical example of 
how translators use their capital to “outmatch the 
competition not only within their textual practice but 
beyond it in different historical and socio-cultural 
contexts” (ibid). This is done by analyzing how each 
translator manages to use particular strategies in 
challenging previous competitors especially the well-
established ones.  
To start with the retranslations undertaken in the 
early 1960s, the translator Griffiths, an American 
army general and an expert in Chinese studies, uses 
different strategies to establish his version, and thus 
himself, against previous translations. He presents 
himself as a more authentic representative of the text 
by increasing the retranslated text’s cultural capital: 
turning the translation into an encyclopedia through 
injecting within the text and its introduction "a huge 
amount of information that was previously either 
unavailable or inaccessible to his predecessors"(ibid: 
184). He resituates the text in the context of the 
Second World War, enforces his symbolic power 
through a preface that was written by a well-known 
American military strategist, and by having 
"UNESCO’s recognition of the book as part of its 
Chinese translation series" printed on the cover page 
(ibid).  
The second translator Gagliardi produced his version 
of The Art of War in 1994, ten years after the death of 
Griffiths. He attacks Griffiths' version on textual 
grounds: for example, accusing him of unnecessary 
omissions or of using awkward words, and non-
textual grounds: for example, claiming that his 
translation is excellent work if the reader wants to 
read the Art of War from the point view of the 19th 
century military man (ibid: 186). More importantly, 
to leave his mark on the retranslated text, the 
translator simplified his version compared to 
Griffiths' encyclopedic translation (ibid) by 
combining both imitation of the foreign text and 
paraphrasing it into "more naturally-sound English 
prose" (ibid: 186).  
Although Song’s explanation for the retranslation of 
The Art of War in English falls into line with Pym’s 
notion of active retranslation and Venuti’s argument 
about the difference each translation seeks to make in 
order to compete with the existing translation(s), his 
apparently sociological perspective proves to be more 
relevant because of the clearly defined, and detailed 
picture it creates to account for this phenomenon. 
Perhaps here it is necessary to include further textual 
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analysis of the translated and retranslated texts and 
the methods of translation adopted in order to see 
how they relate to the sociology of translation, i.e. 
how they reflect the agents’ struggle to achieve 
different sorts of capitals.  
3- CONCLUSION 
The study reviewed three of the most important 
studies of the retranslation of non-literary texts in 
order to show that this phenomenon is not limited to 
literary texts, and that the field of translation studies 
can benefit from studying the retranslation of such 
texts. Susam-Sarajeva, for example, uses the notion 
of system as a dynamic socio-cultural place to 
account for the intensive retranslations of Barthes’ 
theoretical works into Turkish and the rarity of the 
retranslation of the French feminist Helene Cixous 
into English. Flotow (2009), in a study of the 
retranslation of Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second 
Sex, shows the importance of taking into account not 
only the poor quality of first translation but also other 
facts in the translating language such as the 
increasing awareness of the manipulating nature of 
translation as well as an increasing interest in the 
source text and its author in the translating language 
and culture. The third study that this study reviewed 
was conducted by Song (2012). Song studied the 
retranslation of The Art of War in light of Bourdieu’s 
sociological framework, and points out that 
retranslation is like the translation of a cultural 
phenomenon that is best explained with reference to 
the concept of field as a social space: shaped by 
divisions and conflicts between social actors who 
seek to establish themselves in this field and who 
invest their cultural capital to challenge competitors 
and/or who make use of cultural productions to gain 
or increase their cultural capital and consequently 
material capital.  
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